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Language and Translation in Accounting: A scandal of silence and displacement? 
 
Abstract  
 
Purpose: 
This introduction to the AAAJ special issue on language and translation in accounting aims to address the 
‘deafening silence’, raise awareness and start serious debates about the integral role of language and 
translation, broadly defined, in all aspects of accounting research and practice. 
 
Design/methodology/approach: 
We first highlight our motivation for calling a special issue on language and translation. We then introduce the 
contributions to this special issue. Finally, we call on accounting researchers to start taking up the challenge to 
think about language and translation and their implications on the creation of knowledge in interdisciplinary 
accounting research. 
 
Findings: 
The accounting research agenda is lagging behind many other disciplines in its attention to the ‘translation turn’ 
in social sciences. This introductory special issue calls for an “awakening”, especially in interdisciplinary 
accounting research, to how the process of translating languages, cultures and ideas embedded in all research, 
impact our journeys towards innovative and inclusive knowledge creation exercise.   
 
Originality/value: 
Accounting research has, to date, paid only limited attention to language and translation. This paper challenges 
the interdisciplinary accounting community to engage with translation, and introduces papers published in this 
AAAJ special issue, which outline opportunities for future research as well as policy implications. 
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Language and Translation in Accounting: A scandal of silence and displacement? 
 
This AAAJ special issue on language and translation in accounting arose from our own growing 
understanding of how translation affects accounting research, practice and education. We 
acknowledge, in our own papers included here (Evans, 2018; Kamla and Komori, 2018), that this 
understanding is lacking in some of our earlier publications (e.g. Evans, 2009; Evans and Honold, 2007; 
Kamla, 2012; 2014). What soon became clear to us is that this lack of understanding and the 
“deadening silence” (Kamla and Komori, 2018) on the issue is widespread in accounting research more 
generally, where little attention is given to language and translation. But increasingly, in our 
engagement with practice and academe, we could not help notice the critical power of language and 
the importance of translation. As was stated in the call for papers, translation is required in 
international trade, in operating and accounting for multinational enterprises, in creating, 
implementing and enforcing international accounting laws and standards, in delivering accounting 
education to international cohorts of students, and in conducting international and intercultural 
research (Evans and Kamla, 2015). In spite of this, with very few exceptions, accounting largely 
appears to neglect translation – both as a research opportunity and as a methodological and 
epistemological consideration (Evans and Kamla, 2015). The silence on language and translation is 
particularly surprising in interdisciplinary accounting research, that has a long-standing tradition of 
acknowledging the instrumental role played by language in society, and of challenging mainstream 
market-based research for neutralising cultures and ignoring the subjective role of the researcher in 
the process (e.g. Chua, 1986; 1989; Power, 1991; Hopwood and Miller, 1994; Hopwood, 2007; 
Gendron, 2008; Haynes, 2008; Guthrie and Parker, 2012). Therefore, while we expected a degree of 
neglect of language and translation from accounting research when we began to work on this AAAJ 
special issue, as we delved deeper we found that the level of this neglect was striking. We found that 
accounting is far behind developments in other social science disciplines, including international 
business and management science (e.g. Temple and Young, 2004; Muller, 2007; Regmi et al., 2010; 
Steyaert and Janssens, 2013, Lamb et al., 2016; Childlow et al., 2014). Our motivation for this AAAJ 
special issue also emerged from a concern that as certain cultures (and languages) dominate the 
accounting research agenda and accounting thought globally, other less powerful voices, knowledge 
and insights are kept to the margins or even “lost in translation” (Spivak, 1993; Trivedi, 2007). 
Reflecting on our own “awakening journey”, we argue that much can be missed when we displace 
language and translation from our research designs, findings, analyses and publication processes. 
 
As non-native speakers of English, we were also only too conscious of the politics and difficulties of 
translation, and in particular the fact that exact equivalence in translation is rare. This applies 
especially in a discipline such as accounting, which is culture-specific, socially constructed and 
inherently indeterminate (Evans and Kamla, 2015). The lack of equivalence (see Evans, 2018) is a 
theme in several of the papers included in this AAAJ special issue (Kamla and Komori, 2018; Marini, 
Andrew and van der Laan; Alexander, de Brébisson, Eberhartinger, Fasiello, Grottke, and 
Krasodomska, 2018; Nobes and Stadler, 2018). 
 
We chose not to include, in the scope of this issue, translation in the metaphorical sense (e.g. Callon, 
1984; Latour, 1994). However, we did not restrict the scope to interlingual translation, but include 
translation across cultures and disciplines, as well as wider implications of language use, and meaning, 
for accounting. 
 
We begin with our own perspectives (Evans, 2018 [1], and Kamla and Komori, 2018), both as an 
introduction to the AAAJ special issue, and to address the most important concerns for us, as 
accounting academics: the impact of translation on our research, and on publishing this research. 
Evans (2018) has two aims: to help raise awareness of the problems and implications of translation 
for accounting, and to identify themes for research on the interface between accounting and 
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language/translation. The paper explores the limitations of the equivalence paradigm, which 
underpins most cross-cultural accounting research [2] – including critical and interdisciplinary 
research – and may be one of the reasons for the silence on and neglect of translation in the 
accounting discipline. As apparent from the papers within this volume and from other sources 
(Bassnett, 2003; Gambier, 2016; Pym, 2014; Snell-Hornby, 1988) (natural) equivalence is rare. Evans 
(2018) argues therefore that translation is not a simple technical and neutral activity - nor is the use 
of English as lingua franca (ELF) an unproblematic solution. While it may facilitating communication 
across borders (House, 2016), its utility is limited, and it may restrict cognitive processes. In addition, 
the use of English (but also other language skills) represents cultural and linguistic capital (Bourdieu, 
1991), creates power inequalities, and has a detrimental effect on group dynamics and boundaries 
(see also Detzen and Loehlein, 2018). Exploring translation and the use of ELF in accounting standard 
setting and implementation, education and accounting research, Evans (2018) stresses the ideological 
and power implications of translation, and the ethical obligation of researchers to be (more) mindful 
of language use and translation – but also the research themes that may suggest themselves from 
this. Several of these are addressed by the papers within this volume (see below).   
 
As mentioned above, several disciplines have embraced a translation turn. This is the case also for 
international business and organization studies. Steyaert and Janssens (2013, p. 134), for example, 
call for greater reflexivity in multilingual scholarship. Arguing that “there is currently too little 
awareness of and agony about the hegemony of English based on a kind of pragmatism that prevents 
us from being more imaginative and experimental about ways to include other languages and 
language differences”, they propose three strategies: scandalization, scrutinization, and invention. 
The first strategy, scandalization, is intended to draw attention to, and provoke discomfort about, the 
uncritical use of English as lingua franca, in particular in academia. Citing Snell-Hornby (2010, p.102):  
 
“What is overlooked are the communication problems caused by idiosyncratic usage and the 
ensuing misunderstandings involved in a lingua franca of this kind, but in particular the 
stultifying effects of immensely complex cultural and linguistic material being monopolized by 
a single language” (Steyaert and Janssens, 2013, p. 134). 
 
In accounting, there is little literature that attempts anything akin to such scandalization [3]. It is 
attempted by our own contributions to this issue – in particular by Kamla and Komori (2018) who, 
adopting a postcolonial lens, challenge the silence on translation in qualitative interdisciplinary 
accounting research. Such silence, they argue, runs counter to its emancipatory agenda, but results 
from the conflict between the politics of translation and the politics of publishing our research.  
 
Steyaert and Janssens’ (2013) second strategy, of scrutinization, means critically exploring linguistic 
negotiations. This involves providing examples of non-equivalence, in translation, of culturally 
embedded concepts, and their implication for political and power relationships. The exploration of 
non-equivalent concepts is one area in which – perhaps as a result of international harmonization and 
standardization – a considerable literature exists in accounting (see, e.g., Aisbitt, and Nobes, 2001; 
Alexander, 1993; Baskerville and Evans, 2011; Doupnik and Richter, 2003; Evans, 2004; Huerta et al, 
2013; Kettunen, 2017), and Nobes and Stadler (2018), and Alexander et al. (2018) provide important 
contributions. This type of accounting research however tends to focuses on accounting rules and 
their interpretation, rather than the implications for accounting research itself, nor does it usually 
adopt a critical paradigm.  
 
Scrutinization also involves methodological reflexivity in describing research processes. There is a 
body of literature in accounting that stresses the importance of reflexivity (e.g. Haynes, 2012). 
However, this is limited for research that crosses language borders. This gap is addressed by Kamla 
  5 
and Komori (2018), who provide insights by means of critical self-reflection, on their own experience 
of conducting and publishing research across language and cultural boundaries.  
 
Finally, Steyaert and Janssens’ (2013) third strategy – invention – relates to making translation, and 
our multilingual diversity, visible. Examples include retaining expressions from the source language, a 
technique that not only helps to address the problem of non-equivalence, but “can also serve as an 
instrument to problematize the fixation of meaning and draw attention to the contingency of 
meaning” (p. 139). Similar to this is “foreignization”, a technique intended to draw attention to the 
ambiguities involved, and choices made during the process of translation (ibid.) Examples of such 
strategies for cross-cultural accounting research are provided and discussed also by Kamla and Komori 
(2018). However, Kamla and Komori (2018) primarily call for interdisciplinary accounting researchers 
engaged in cross-cultural research to “help raise awareness of their role and identity as ‘cultural 
brokers’” (p.??).  
 
As should be apparent from the above discussion, translation problems are not restricted to 
linguistics. Also adopting a postcolonial lens, Marini, Andrew and van der Laan (2018) explore the role 
of another kind of cultural broker: fieldworkers as intermediaries and translators of culture. They do 
so in the context of the accountability practices of a non-governmental microfinance organization in 
South Africa, a country with multiple (official) languages and dialects, different cultures and different 
ethnicities. They find that intermediaries, as translators of accountability practices, act in-between 
cultures, in “spaces of hybridity” (with reference to Bhabha, 1994) and that accountability practices 
can be transformed by translation – including translation between oral and written cultures. They find 
that “accounting and accountability practices of the colonizing (finance) culture endure” (p.??) and 
that close attention to translation is required to uncover unequal and exclusionary relationships and 
practices. Citing Orsini and Srivastava (2013, p. 328), they stress that translation is a “fundamentally 
political act”. 
 
Translation of ideas across disciplines is explored by Ejiogu and Ejiogu (2018). Here, one might say, is 
another form of “in-between-ness” or “hybridity”, in the shape of the contact zone between discipline 
boundaries. Using a historical case study approach, and drawing on insights from the Scandinavian 
Institutionalist School, from skopos theory (see also Nobes and Stadler, 2018) and from translation 
practice, the authors suggest that translation outcomes differ, depending on whether translations are 
created by individuals crossing discipline boundaries, or by interdisciplinary teams, who operate in the 
“contact zone”, where discipline boundaries become fuzzy. In this zone, they argue, “both disciplines 
are at once source and target as ideas from both disciplines are edited, fused and translated back into 
target disciplines” (p.??). They also note that such translation is not value-neutral, but affected by the 
translators’ objectives, and that “the spread of the translated idea is dependent on the standing of 
the translators within the target discipline and limited by the compatibility of the translated idea with 
the norms of the discipline” (p.??). 
 
Apart from their wider conceptual merits, three papers in this AAAJ issue have particular relevance 
for policy and practice – the papers by Alexander et al. (2018), Nobes and Stadler (2018) and Locke, 
Rowbottom and Troshani (2018). While Alexander et al. (2018) are concerned with the philosophical 
underpinnings of meaning and interpretation, their detailed examination of the implementation and 
interpretation of the “substance over form” concept in seven national settings is undoubtedly useful 
for legislators, standard setters and regulators. Drawing on elements of Searle’s (1995, 2006) and 
Wittgenstein’s (2005) philosophies of language, they argue that differences in wording and 
interpretation originate from the different legal context and socially-constructed realities that are 
reflected in these wordings.  
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Both Alexander et al.’s (2018) and Nobes and Stadler’s (2018) papers argue that part of the reason for 
continuing differences in interpretation is a lack of definitions provided in the European Union 
directives, and IFRS Foundation standards, respectively. This means, in the case of “substance over 
form” that translators (or those commissioning translations) had considerable flexibility to “craft 
[their] own definition, regulate the principle without official definition or use a supposed close concept 
taken from local roots. The result could only be diversity” (Alexander et al., 2018, p.??). Alexander et 
al. (2018) also argue that accounting information may serve different purposes: information purposes 
(for investors and other capital providers), tax and legal purposes. They point out that “[i]f the role of 
information differs significantly, then the subjectively-determined ‘substance’ behind that 
information can logically be expected to differ too” (p.??). A similar argument is made by Nobes and 
Stadler (2018). They suggest, with reference to skopos theory, that, where the parties involved agree 
on the aim of translations or where they can be controlled by a regulator, translations will likely serve 
the (standard setters’/regulators’) intended purpose; however, where diverse parties influence the 
translation whose (implicit) interests differ, translations may be subverted. This may be the case, for 
example, in national implementations.  
 
Nobes and Stadler (2018) support their arguments with reference to translations of the term 
“impairment”, from IAS 36, into 19 official translations. They innovate by then exploring the terms 
used for impairment in annual reports translated into English. They find, inter alia, that the terms used 
in translations of IAS 36 are often too wide. This may be the reason, then, for the fact that many of 
the annual reports use terms (to denote impairment) that do not correspond to the English, as used 
in IAS 36, and may be misleading. They further provide evidence that this leads to errors in databases 
such as Worldscope, where information on impairment may not be captured. Nobes and Stadler 
(2018) raise the question whether the problem may be solved by the use of XBRL, and suggest that 
this is not the case, because XBRL is not (yet) sufficiently widely used.  
 
A more critical assessment of the potential of XBRL to overcome translation problems is provided by 
Locke et al. (2018). Drawing also on Searle (1989; Searle and Vanderveken, 1985), as well as Austin 
(1961), Locke et al. (2018), explore, like Nobes and Stadler (2018), two sites of translation: the 
translation of IFRS, and the production of corporate reports. IFRS and other pronouncements are first 
translated into “taxonomies that can be digitally tagged” (p.??), and corporate reports are translated 
from analogue to digital form. Locke et al. (2018, p.??) find that  
 
“the ‘translation’ of corporate reporting information into digital data for online accessibility 
and automated processing is a ‘manipulative activity’ (Bassnett and Trivedi, 1999, p. 2) that 
spans technological boundaries and epistemic cultures (Knorr Cetina, 1999). … we provide 
evidence that counters the assertion that digital reporting is simply a different media and that 
the translation process is simply a ‘mechanical’ one in which the message remains the same 
(Hoogervorst, 2012).” 
 
As in translation across natural languages, translation and interpretation of XBRL is confronted with 
the problem of (non-) equivalence, and the need for context. Locke et al. (2018) suggest that the 
difficulty in choosing the correct tag is confirmed by the frequent, and fundamental, errors made in 
XBRL reports filed in the U.S.. The shortage of individuals with expertise in both domains – accounting 
and IT – means that the topic remains underexplored, and may also result in a situation where ‘‘the 
accountant and others involved in the design and production of what remains conceptually an 
‘analogue’ report no longer control the presentation of the data that the user receives” (p.??).  
 
A further paper with direct relevance to professional practice is that by Detzen and Loehlein (2018), 
which explores language use and resources in the “Big Four” audit firms in Luxembourg. Luxembourg 
itself has three official languages (i.e. Luxembourgish, French and German), and while English is used 
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by the firms as lingua franca, there is considerable diversity in the native languages of their 
international staff and clients. Detzen and Loehlein (2018) find that the “Big Four” allocate staff to 
clients based on the client’s language. This undermines the existence of a single corporate culture. 
Detzen and Loehlein (2018, p.??) argue that  
 
“it is thus the client languages, rather than English as the corporate language, that mediate, 
define, and structure intra- and inter-organizational relationships. While the firms emphasize 
the benefits of their linguistic adaptability, the paper reveals tensions along language lines, 
suggesting that language can be a means of creating cohesion and division within the firms”.  
 
The varying linguistic capital of staff can affect inclusion and exclusion, the ability to perform on and 
participate (fully) in engagements, power relations, hierarchies, interpersonal relationships and 
professional advancement. Detzen and Loehlein (2018) therefore challenge the commonly held 
assumption that fluency in English removes language barriers, and is sufficient for individual career 
advancement. While the multilingual setting of Luxembourg is unusual, it is not unique. This paper 
should therefore be of particular interest to international audit firms that work in multilingual settings, 
but also to international audit firms in any setting, where staff from different language backgrounds 
work together.  
 
The AAAJ special issue returns, with its final two papers, to conceptual and philosophical themes. 
Hayoun (2018), drawing on Saussure ( and Barthes (1068, 1993, 1994, 1997), suggests a semiotic 
perspective on knowledge construction in accounting – in particular with regard to asset recognition 
and measurement. He challenges the assertion, in the IASB’s Conceptual Framework Exposure Draft 
(para. BC5.31), that there is little “existence uncertainty” resulting from separability for the majority 
of assets and liabilities, but argues that instead, “separability is the core of recognition for all assets” 
(p.??). Decisions regarding the demarcation – the boundaries – of elements in the balance sheet 
precede those of measuring these elements. Such decisions are based on active judgement, rather 
than passively reflecting physical or legal characteristics of pre-existing economic resources, and are 
never neutral. Acknowledging that the limitations of the representational approach are recognized 
also by critical accounting, he suggests a turn to semiology for an alternative logic - and in particular 
to the principles of reciprocal articulation and value constellation. 
 
Finally, in a historical and theoretical investigation that transcends discipline boundaries not only in 
content but also in the research team, Bassnett, Frandsen and Hoskin (2018) propose that accounting 
may be understood as the first form of writing, preceding later forms of writing that are based on 
speech. As such, and as the first articulation of what “ought” to be, against what “is”, counted, it may 
have had a major transformative effect on human consciousness, suggesting a “possibility that the 
accounting statement is the great translational event in the history of human thinking” (p.??). 
Combining insights from critical accounting and translation theory, the authors reflect on their 
interdisciplinarity: “we have been able to ‘find’ things jointly that we would otherwise, separately, not 
have stumbled upon”(p.??). This thought is encouraging for the future of the “translation turn” in 
accounting research.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
In this AAAJ special issue we embraced and were open, despite our own methodological preferences, 
to diverse methods, approaches, styles and paradigms for the investigation of language and 
translation in accounting. This openness allowed us to collect the rich insights we hoped for in order 
to move the research agenda, albeit modestly, towards acknowledging, revealing and addressing the 
“deafening silence” on translation in accounting interdisciplinary research.  The popularity and the 
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varied nature of submissions to the special issue indicated to us that many of our colleagues 
worldwide are increasingly concerned with the displacement of language and translation from the 
research agenda. They might, like us, also be frustrated with the displacement of their culture and 
indigenous voices from interdisciplinary research thought altogether. 
 
The contributions to this AAAJ special issue also demonstrated that there is much still to be done for 
us as a community to begin to comprehend and address the impact of language and translation on 
our innovative and (hopefully) more inclusive knowledge creation endeavours. Thus there is 
considerable scope for the exploration of the power implications of language skills, and of the use of 
ELF, in diverse settings (Detzen and Loehlein, 2018; Evans, 2018; Kamla and Komori, 2018; Locke et 
al., 2018; Marini et al., 2018). Several papers also draw attention to the opportunities relating to the 
agency, power (or lack of power), standing, and motives of the translator and the interests in and 
politics of decision making in translation  (see, especially, Ejiogu and Ejiogu, 2018; Evans, 2018; Kamla 
and Komori, 2018; Nobes and Stadler, 2018). Kamla and Komori (2018) challenge us to find new ways 
to interact with, and disseminate knowledge about, local communities without inadvertently 
reinforcing stereotypes and hegemonies. Research is also required to address the power imbalances 
arising from translation of western concepts – such as accountability - into local cultures, and to 
develop new (hybrid) forms of accountability that better serve the needs of, and better preserve local 
cultures and practices (Marini et al., 2018). One way to achieve such better translation is by being 
more transparent in describing and reflecting on our methods and their inherent power implications 
and by emphasizing and exploring, rather than obscuring, differences (Kamla and Komori, 2018).  
 
Several papers in this AAAJ special issue outline research opportunities and implications of translation 
for accounting policy and practice. Alexander et al. (2018) question the possibilities of accounting 
harmonization, and call for more in-depth exploration of the interpretation and operationalization of 
concepts such as substance over forms, or true and fair view, in different language settings. Related 
to this, Evans (2018) suggests that there is a need to further investigate the impact of ambiguity in 
accounting language on accounting judgement and linguistic hedging, and Nobes and Stadler (2018) 
make recommendations for the definition and translation of terms in IFRS, and also draw attention to 
the cause of common errors in the translation of annual reports. They point out that systematic 
translation problems may mean that data supplied by databases such as Worldscope is flawed or 
incomplete. This will have implications for analysts and researchers. As data relating to impairment, 
at least, contains errors, they recommend that data should be hand-collected.   
 
The language policies and practices of professional service firms also provide several avenues for 
research, as suggested by Detzen and Loehlein (2018). Apart from power implications (see above), 
these include the effect of language skills on audit work and the implication of language, and 
communication across languages, on professional socialization and professional identities.  
 
The benefits of and opportunities inherent in drawing on linguistic theories, and collaboration with 
scholars in language sciences, are emphasized by Locke et al. (2018), Hayoun (2018), and Bassnett et 
al. (2018), while Evans (2018) points out that, for example, the cultural turn in translation studies is 
highly relevant to accounting, and that there is considerable scope also to learn from and collaborate 
with scholars in international business/management, and organization studies, where considerable 
advances have been made in language and translation research. Evans (2018) also suggests that 
researchers may further extend the use of commonly applied approaches – such as hermeneutics, 
constructivism, game theory and deconstruction – to language translation in accounting.  
 
Finally, there is considerable scope for research on translation between disciplines (Ejiogu and Ejiogu, 
2018), and exciting possibilities are offered by the translation between analogue and digital reporting. 
Several specific research themes are outlined by Locke et al. (2018).  
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In summary, the papers in this AAAJ special issue raised many questions for future research. For 
instance, what type of new knowledge can we create or advance if we take our roles as “cultural 
brokers”, operating between languages, cultures and contexts seriously? Indeed, can we maintain or 
defend the integrity of our research if we do not? What invisible tensions, contradictions and power 
relations can we reveal as we incorporate language and translation into our research topics and 
methodologies? What theoretical insights can we build on or advance as we try to be rigorous 
accounting researchers, meanwhile respecting and even cherishing difference? As we publish to 
advance knowledge (and our careers), what role do we play in including and helping the local 
communities that we engage with? How can we achieve this? And, to assist us in this, what role can 
journal editors, peer reviewers and publishers play? We suggest that, in the first instance, explicit 
journal policies on translation would be essential (see, for example, Steyaert and Janssens, 2013; 
Tietze, 2018).  
 
This AAAJ special issue aimed to start this debate on language and translation in accounting and 
challenge the interdisciplinary accounting community to be bold enough to consider the complexity 
of language and translation embedded in our research. We hope that this challenge is taken up more 
often in future undertakings. 
 
 
References  
Aisbitt, S. and Nobes, C. (2001), “The true and fair view requirement in recent national 
implementations”, Accounting and Business Research, Vol. 31 No.2, pp. 83–90.  
Alexander, D. (1993), “A European true and fair view?”, European Accounting Review, Vol. 2 No.1, pp. 
59–80.  
Alexander, D., de Brébisson, H., Eberhartinger, E., Fasiello, R., Grottke, M. and Krasodomska, J. (2018), 
“Philosophy of language and accounting”, Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, Vol. 
31 No. 7, pp. ?? 
Austin, J. L. (1961), Philosophical papers, Clarendon Press, Oxford 
Barthes, R. (1968), Elements of semiology, Hill and Wang, New York. 
Barthes, R. (1993), Mythologies, Vintage, London. 
Barthes, R. (1994), The semiotic challenge, University of California Press, Berkeley. 
Barthes, R. (1997), Sade, Fourier, Loyola, John Hopkins University Press, Baltimore and London. 
Baskerville, R., and Evans, L. (2011). The Darkening Glass: Issues for translation of IFRS, ICAS, 
Edinburgh, available at https://www.icas.com/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/10588/11-The-
Darkening-Glass-Issues-for-Translation-of-IFRS-ICAS.pdf  (accessed 1 August  2017).  
Bassnett, S. (2003), Translation Studies, 3rd edition, Routledge, London and New York.  
Bassnett, S. and Trivedi, H. (1999), Postcolonial Translation: Theory and Practice, Routledge, London 
and New York. 
Bassnett, S., Frandsen, A.-C. and Hoskin, K. (2018), “The Unspeakable Truth of Accounting: On the 
genesis and consequences of the first ‘non glottographic’ statement form”, Accounting, 
Auditing & Accountability Journal, Vol. 31 No. 7, pp. ?? 
Bhabha, H.K. (1994), The Location of Culture, London, Routledge. 
Bourdieu, P. (1991), Language and Symbolic Power, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA. 
Callon, M. (1984), “Some elements of a sociology of translation: domestication of the scallops and the 
fishermen of St Brieuc Bay”, The Sociological Review, Vol. 32 No.1, suppl, pp.196-233. 
Célérier, L. and Cuenca Botey, L.E. (2015), “Participatory budgeting at a communitylevel in Porto 
Alegre: a Bourdieusian interpretation”, Accounting, Auditing &Accountability Journal, Vol.28 
No.5, pp.739-772. 
  10 
Chidlow, A., Plakoyiannaki, E. and Welch, C. (2014), “Translation in cross-language international 
business research: Beyond equivalence”. Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 45 
No.5, pp.562-582. 
Chua, W. F. (1986), “Radical developments in accounting thought”, The Accounting Review, Vol. LXI 
No. 4, pp. 601–632. 
Chua, W. F. (1998), “Historical allegories: let us have diversity”, Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 
Vol.9 No. 6, pp. 617–628. 
Detzen, D. and Löhlein, L. (2018), “Language at work in the Big Four: global aspirations and local 
segmentation”, Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, Vol. 31 No. 7, pp. ?? 
Doupnik, T. S. and Richter, M. (2003), “Interpretation of uncertainty expressions: A cross-national 
study”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 28 No.1, pp.15–35.  
Ejiogu, A. and Ejiogu, C. (2018), “Translation in the ‘contact zone’ between accounting and human 
resource management: The nebulous idea of humans as assets and resources”, Accounting, 
Auditing & Accountability Journal, Vol. 31 No. 7, pp. ?? 
Evans, L. (2004), “Language translation and the problem of international accounting communication”, 
Accounting, Auditing &and Accountability Journal, Vol.17 No.2, pp. 210–248.  
Evans, L. (2009) ‘‘’A witches’ dance of numbers’: fictional portrayals of business and accounting 
transactions at a time of crisis”, Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, Vol. 22 No 2, 
pp. 169-99. 
Evans, L. (2017) Shifting Strategies: the Pursuit of Closure and the ‘Association of German Auditors’. 
European Accounting Review, forthcoming, published online May 2017,  
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2017.1329658  
Evans, L. (2018), “Language, translation and accounting: towards a critical research agenda”, 
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, Vol. 31 No. 7, pp. ?? 
Evans, L. and Honold, K. (2007), “The division of expert labour in the European audit market: the case 
of Germany”, Critical Perspectives on Accounting, Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 61-88.  
Evans, L. and Kamla, R. (2015), “Language and Translation in Accounting”, Special issue call for papers 
for Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal. 
Gambier, Y. (2016), “Rapid and radical changes in translation and translation studies”, International 
Journal of Communication, Vol.10, pp.87–906. 
Gendron, Y. (2008), “Constituting the academic performer: the spectre of superficiality and stagnation 
in academia”, European Accounting Review, Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 97–127.  
Guthrie, J., Parker, L.D. (2012), ”EDITORIAL: Reflections and projections 25 years of interdisciplinary 
perspectives on accounting, auditing and accountability research”, Accounting, Auditing & 
Accountability Journal, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 6-26. 
Haynes, K. (2008), “Moving the gender agenda or stirring chicken's entrails? Where next for feminist 
methodologies in accounting?”, Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, Vol.21 No.4, 
pp.539-555. 
Haynes, K. (2012), “Reflexivity in qualitative research”, in Symon, G. and Cassell, C. (Eds), Qualitative 
Organizational Research: Core Methods and Current Challenges, Sage, London, pp. 72–89.  
Hayoun, S. (2018), “The semio-logic of financial accounting: a non-essentialist conceptualization of the 
IFRS Balance Sheet”, Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, Vol. 31 No. 7, pp. ?? 
Hoogervorst, H. (2012), "Speech by Hans Hoogervorst at IFRS Taxonomy Annual Convention 2012", 
available at: http://www.ifrs.org/Alerts/XBRL/Pages/HH-speech-IFRS-Taxonomy-Convention-
2012.aspx  
Hopwood, A. G. (2007), “Whither accounting research”, The Accounting Review, Vol. 82, No. 5, pp. 
1365-74.  
Hopwood, A.G. and Miller, P. (1994), Accounting as social and institutional practice (Vol. 24). 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.  
House, L. (2016), Translation as Communication across Languages and Cultures, Routledge, London 
and New York. 
  11 
Huerta, E., Petrides, Y. and Braun, G.P. (2013), “Translation of IFRS: Language as a barrier to 
comparability”, Research in Accounting Regulation, Vol. 25, No. 1, pp.1-12. 
Humphrey, C. and Gendron, Y. (2015), “What is going on? The sustainability of accounting academia”, 
Critical Perspectives on Accounting, Vol.26, pp.47-66. 
Kamla, R. (2012), “Syrian women accountants’ attitudes and experiences at work in the context of 
globalization”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol.37 No.3, pp.188-205. 
Kamla, R. (2014), “Modernity, space-based patriarchy and global capitalism: implications for Syrian 
women accountants”, Accounting and Business Research, Vol. 44 No.6, pp.603-629. 
Kamla, R. and Komori, N. (2018), “Diagnosing the Translation Gap: The politics of translation and the 
hidden contradiction in interdisciplinary accounting research”, Accounting, Auditing & 
Accountability Journal, Vol. 31 No. 7, pp. ?? 
Kettunen, J. (2017), “Interlingual translation of the International Financial Reporting Standards as 
institutional work”,, “Accounting, Organizations and Society”, Vol. 56, pp.38-54.  
Knorr Cetina, K. D. (1999), Epistemic Cultures, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA. 
Komori, N. (2015), “Beneath the globalization paradox: Towards the sustainability of cultural diversity 
in accounting research”, Critical Perspectives on Accounting, Vol. 26, pp.141-156.  
Kyriacou, O. (2016), “Accounting for images of ‘equality’ in digital space: towards an exploration of 
the Greek accounting professional institute”, Critical Perspectives on Accounting, Vol. 35, 
pp.35-57. 
Lamb, P., Örtenblad, A., Hsu, S. (2016), “Pedagogy as Translation': Extending the Horizons of 
Translation Theory”, International Journal of Management Reviews, Vol.18 No.3, pp. 351-365.  
Latour, B. (1994), “On technical mediation, philosophy, sociology, genealogy”, Common Knowledge, 
Vol.3 No.2, pp. 29-64. 
Locke, J., Rowbottom, N. and Troshani, I. (2018), “Sites of translation in digital reporting”  
Marini, L., Andrew, J. and van der Laan, S. (2018), “Accountability practices in microfinance: cultural 
translation and the role of intermediaries”, Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, Vol. 
31 No. 7, pp. ?? 
Muller, M. (2007), “What's in a word? Problematizing translation between languages”, Area, Vol. 39 
No. 2, pp.206-213. 
Nobes, C. and Stadler, C. (2018), “Impaired translations: IFRS from English and annual reports into 
English”, Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, Vol. 31 No. 7, pp. ?? 
Pan, P., Patel, C. and Mala, R. (2015), “Questioning the uncritical application of translation and back-
translation methodology in accounting: evidence from China”, Corporate Ownership and 
Control, Vol. 12 No. 4, pp.479-491. 
Power, M. (1991), “Educating accountants: towards a critical ethnography” Accounting, Organizations 
and Society, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 333-353.   
Pym, A. (2014) Exploring Translation Theories, 2nd edition, Routledge, Abingdon and New York. 
Regmi, K., Naidoo, J. and Pilkington, P. (2010), “Understanding the processes of translation and 
transliteration in qualitative research”. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, Vol. 9 
No.1, pp.16-26. 
Saussure, F. de (2006), Writings in general linguistics (translated by C. Sanders and M. Pires), Oxford 
University Press, Oxford (first published in 2002 as Écrits de linguistique générale, edited by S. 
Bouquet and R. Engler with the collaboration of A. Weil, Paris, Gallimard). 
Saussure, F. de (2011), Course in general linguistics (translated by W. Baskin, edited by P. Meisel and 
H. Saussy), Columbia University Press, New York (first published in 1916 as Cours de 
linguistique générale, edited by C. Bally and A. Sechehaye with the collaboration of A. 
Riedlinger, Payot, Lausanne and Paris). 
Searle, J. R. (1989), “How performatives work”, Linguistics and Philosophy, Vol. 12 No. 5, pp. 535-558. 
Searle, J. R. and Vanderveken, D. (1985), Foundations of Illocutionary Logic, Cambridge University 
Press, Cambridge. 
Searle, J.R. (1995), The Construction of Social Reality, Penguin, London. 
  12 
Searle, J.R. (2006), “Social ontology: some basic principles”, Anthropological Theory, Vol. 6, No. 1, pp. 
12-29. 
Shklarov, S. (2007), “Double Vision Uncertainty The Bilingual Researcher and the Ethics of Cross-
Language Research”. Qualitative Health Research, Vol. 17 No. 4, pp.529-538. 
Snell-Hornby, M. (1988), Translation Studies: An Integrated Approach, Benjamins, Amsterdam and 
Philadelphia.  
Spivak, G. (1993), Outside in the teaching machine, Routledge, London. 
Steyaert, C. and Janssens, M. (2013), “Multilingual scholarship and the paradox of translation and 
language in management and organization studies”, Organization, Vol. 20 No.1, pp.131-142. 
Temple, B. and Young, A. (2004), “Qualitative Research and Translation Dilemmas”, Qualitative 
Research, Vol. 4 No. 3, pp.161–78. 
Tietze, S., (2018), “Multilingual research, monolingual publications: management scholarship in 
English only?”, European Journal of International Management, Vol.12 No.1-2, pp.28-45. 
Trivedi, H. (2007), “Translating culture vs. cultural translation”, Benjamins translation library, Vol. 71, 
p.277. 
Venuti, L. (1998), The Scandals of Translation: Towards an Ethics of Difference, Routledge, London. 
Wittgenstein, L. (2005), “Philosophische Untersuchungen” in SuhrkampTaschenbuch 
Wissenschaft (Eds), Tractatus logico-philosophicus. Tagebücher 1914-1916. Philosophische 
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Conference, RMIT University Melbourne, July 2016. The idea for the paper arose from the bilingual author’s 
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problems of translation for policy, practice and research (Baskerville and Evans, 2011; Evans, 2003; 2004; Evans 
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